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PER CURIAM: 

Erdenesuren Dagamjav, a native and citizen of Mongolia, 

petitions for review of an order of the Board of Immigration 

Appeals dismissing Dagamjav’s appeal of the immigration judge’s 

denial of his motion to reopen through which Dagamjav sought 

rescission of a previously entered in absentia order of removal.  

We have reviewed the administrative record and find no abuse of 

discretion in the denial of relief on Dagamjav’s motion.  See 8 

C.F.R. § 1003.23(b)(4)(ii) (2015).  Substantial evidence 

supports the immigration judge’s factual determination, affirmed 

by the Board, that Dagamjav’s prior attorney did not provide 

ineffective assistance of counsel, see 8 U.S.C. § 1252(b)(4)(B) 

(2012) (“[A]dministrative findings of fact are conclusive unless 

any reasonable adjudicator would be compelled to conclude to the 

contrary.”), such that the 180-day period for filing such a 

motion to reopen would be equitably tolled, see 8 U.S.C. 

§ 1229a(b)(5)(C)(i) (2012) (setting forth time limitation for 

filing a motion to reopen to seek rescission of an in absentia 

order of removal).   

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review for the 

reasons stated by the Board.  See In re: Dagamjav (B.I.A. 

Mar. 20, 2015).  We dispense with oral argument because the 

facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the 
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materials before this court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

PETITION DENIED 


